ys 
Continuation 


O'F- 1:8 E 


DEFENCE] 


G 15 E 


REMARKS 


ON 


Dr. WELL Ss 
LETTERS 


— a 


In a Seventh Letter to the Doctor. 


By FAMES PEIRCE. 


LON D ON, 


printed by J. Humfreys, for Joly Lawrence, 
at the Angel in the Poultrey. 1707. 


: : —— 


| 


; 


—_— — 


( 101 . 


[3] 


_ 
- 4 _ 


* —_ 


" i os 


A Continuation of the Defence of the Remarks 
on Dr. WelPs Letters. 


Honoured Doctor 


HE firſt thing 1 am concern'd to take notice of in 

your laſt to me, ( Numb. 2.) is the Marginal Note, 
pag. the 5th, in which you deſire me ta reconcile my 

Aſſertion, that there is but one ſort of Presbyters mentiu- 

ned in the New Teſtament, with the general Doctrine 
of my Party, viz. of a twofold ſort of Presbyters, mentioned in the 
New Teſtament, i. e. Clergy Presbyters , and Lay-Presbyters. My 
defire is to think freely, and to have my Judgment biaſſed 
with a regard to no Party, but as they agree with the Truth, 
5 J have told you before, Lett. 4. p. 74. And I defire for the 
future, I may not be put upon reconciling my Aſſertions to any 
thing elſe, tho? you can't. but know, I'm far from being the on- 
ly Diſſenter who is of this Opinion. 

Pag. 7. You can't yet digeft it, that 1 ſhould ſay, Tour firſt 
Propofition docs not affect the Controverſies The Cale is plainly this, 
Our Adverſaries ſay, our Ordinations are not valid; as being 
perform'd by Perſons, who have no valid Authority to ordain : 
And we ſay, they are valid, becanſe perform'd by Perſons, who 
have valid Authority to ordain: And we put it on this Iſſue, 
whether Presbyters have valid Authority or no: And your firſt 
Propoſition will not help to determine that. That Propoſition 
therefore do's not in the leaſt touch our Cauſe z for if the valid 
Authority of the Ordainers is evinced (and *tis of that we diſ- 
pute) What can that Propoſition ſignifie to prove the Invalidi- 
ty of our Ordinations? | 

A little Matter of Lugick will help any Man to ſee the Juſt- 
nels of my Aſſertion, and Iam free to leave it entirely with 
thoſe, who have any skill in that Art, to judge to what purpoſe 
jou have multiplied Words on this Head. I ſhall therefore diſ- 
mils this vain kind of Strife, with this brisf Illuſtration of the 
Matter, by a parallel Inftance. 5 

Suppoſe a Man were engag'd in a Controverſie, whether the 
kat th or Sun mov'd, and undertook to prove that the Sun mov'd, 
ad ſhould lay down a great number of Propoſitions for that 
End, and ſhould begin with ſuch as theſe, 1. That Motion's a 
doſſible thing. 2. That it * is poſſible, but actually - 
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1 
ifts. 3. That it actually exiſts in this planetary World, Ce. 
Would not his Adverfary laugh at his Pomp ant Gravity, and 


tell him, That theſe Propoſitions do not affect che Controverſic? 
But how eaſie were it for him to anſwer as you do, and tell his 
Adverſary, That theſe Propoſitions do nearly affect che Con- 
troverſie, and offer the ſame Proof you dwo. 

Whoſe Truth or Falfity affect this Controverſie, thoſe Nybpofit tons af- 
felt this Controverſie. be ES 

The Truth or Falſity of theſe Propoſitions affect this Controverſie. 

Therefore ibeſe Propoſitions affect ibis Controverſie. 

And then add with you; 7he Major is evident, and . N 
prove the Minor; and firſt. the falſity of ibeſa Propoſitions affells this 
Comroverſis: For if Motion be not a thing pothble, or actually 
exifting, or not in this planetary World, rhe whole Controverſie, 
whether the Earth or Sun moves, is needleſs 5 and if the fallity 
of them ſhews the Controverſie needleſs, the truth of them ſhews it 
needful : And then he might very gravely inform his Adverſa- 

. ry, That the ſe are the Baſes or Ground-Iruths, on which the Doctrine, 

4 of either the Earib's or Sun's Motions is built. Ju“ thus tis in the 

| Caſe between us; and I leave it to your (elf, and the Reader to 

| follow the Parallel, which will clear whatever you have advan- 
= ced on this Head, 

| Your common Inftance, pag. 9. of 4 Bucket drawn up by a Chain, 
4 with many Links in it, is admirably witty, and ingenious. ] 
| ſhall give no better anſwer to it than it deſerves and that is, 
that you have ſhewn us (I think you may ſay to a demonſtration) 
that a long Chain, wich a great many Links in it, will ſerve to 
draw up an empty Bucket, 

You tell me, pag. 12. that I have now firſt granied your firſt The- 
ſis, that is, in my 6th Letter: But that's your miſtake, for! 
granted it as fully as a Reſpondent is oblig'd, in my 4th Letter, 
| wherein my Words were theſe z Presbyterian Ordination will le 
valid, tho' this Propoſition he granted: And therefore to avoid the 
| lengthning the Diſpute, 1 ſþall anſwer your other, on Suppoſition of 
| the truth of this. Pray Sir, inform me, What is the difference 

between a Reſpondent's grantivg a Propoſition, and his anſwering 
all that his Opponent fay+., on ſuppoſition of the truth of it? I aſſure 
you, I took theſe for the ſame, as may appear by the Connex! 
on I made between thoſe two Sentences, with the Word There- 
fore. But great Logicians, I ſee, will take the liberty to ſhew 
the Exquiſiteneſs of their Skill ſometimes, in making a diſtincti- 
on where there is no ditference. 
Pag. 16, and 17. You charge me with an Inconſiſtenq, becauſe, 
in my Anſwer to your firſt Theſis, I grant, that the Valtaty of 
any Ordination, dos immediately depend on the valid Authority of = 

: 0 


— — —— —— 


L 5 


them, by whom is performed the ſaid Ordination: And in my an- 
er to your 24 and 3d Theſes, I ſay, the validity ef Pretbyterian 
riination, depends immediately on another thing: But'this charge 
his Ws eaſily anſwer'd. My words in anſwering your Second Theſis 
1n- Were theſe. The Validity of Pre byterian Ordination, according to our 
veſent Hypotbeſis (that is, your firſt Propoſition ) depends on two 
/- tings. (1) The Validity of the Ordination of thoſs Prevbyrers 
{ who did ordain ) to the Office of Presbytzrs. (2) The Validity of 
Presbyterian- Ordination ( ſuppoſing the Ordainers' rightly ordain'd 
themſelves ) depends immediately on the Power anne xd by Divine 
2 1 apointment to the Office of Presbyters. Now *tis' in - theſe two 
bis Wtbings that the valid Authority of the Ordainers lies, fo that 
y Wethis anſwer is only an Accommodation of your firft Theſis, as a 
fe, truth, to the matter of your Second, the Validity of Presbytert- 
an Ordination. So that here is not ſo much as the leaſt ſha- 
low of an Iaconſiſtency. With no leſs Sagacity and mighty Siu 
in the Rules of Logich, you pretend to find another Inconſiſtency 
in my 24 Anſwer to your 24 Theſis juſt now recited. And rhe 
lrconfiſteney you ſay lies herein, that Jaſſert the Validity of Presby- 
tian Ordination, to depend immediately on the Power annex d by Di- 
ine Appointment to the Office of Presbyters, and yet at the ſame 
time expreſly own, that there can't be this immediate depend mie, with- 
ut ſuppoſing the Ordainers rightly ordain'd themſelves. Now ( ſay 
1 Mjou ) / conceive that ( according to Propriety of Speech) a thing can 
is, Nl ſaid immediately to depend only on that, which it depends on with- 
n) Nut any thing mediating or coming betwe en. | 
to But what is there that here mediates or comes between? I 
ay the Validity of Presbyterian Ordination Cſuppoling the 
Ordainers rightly ordain'{ themſelves ) depends immediate- 
ly, Oc. That is, the Validity of Presbyterian Ordination per- 
form'd by validly and rightfully ordain d Presbyters, depends 
immediately on the Power annexed by Divine appointment to the 
Office of Presbyters. Good Sir, what is there that here medi- 
ates or comes between, that ſhocks your Underftanding with 
the appearance of a nearer and more immediate cauſe ? I pro- 
ſeſs, I think *tis time to begin to ask you whether you have not 
deen in jeſt all this while? And only defigaing to try my Un- 
derftanding in Logick ? I hardly think you would be ſo Fami- 
liar in endeavouring to poſe me after this ſort of rate, and per- 
r playing with me, if indeed you were Heartily an Adver- 
ary. | | 5 
But if you are in earneſt, I do defire you to cut me out ſome 
better Work, than the clearing ſuch plain thiags as theſe from 
Inconfiſtency or Contradittion. And tho' I don't boaft of any great 
Skill in Logick, yet the great Eſteem and Value I have for it, 
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extorts from me this humble Petition, that you who boaſt 
continually 0 ;your Skill in it, would not tempt Men by yo esby 
Managemenjyto think tis an Enemy to good Senſe and CjiyjjWarly 
ty, and a Friend to a Vain and Pedantick Captiouſneſs. Au [0+ 
by the way, look to your oun firſt Theſts, and ſee whetheÞo1 3 
therein you do not ſuppoſe the Ordination regularly performſÞund 
by the Ordainer, and conſt quently uſe the word { ImmediateÞd he 
juſt in that Senſe which you-blame in me. | ice 
P. 19. Lou next attempt to prove your Second and Third" let 
Thefis by your firſt. But if you had duly attended to tho ers 
two things, I mention'd in my anſwer to your Second be 
wherein the, valid Authority of the Ordainers lies, you woul: | 
not ſo ſlightly have put off your Reader. For if an Ordination i 
Either? valid or invalid, according as 'tis ,perform'd by thoſ; 
that are or are not rightly inveſted in that Office, to which Go 
has annex'd the power of Ordination, *tis of no Moment to con 
fider Perſons as you do, abſtractly from their Office, but your bu 
ſineſs is to ſhew that the Ordamers, concerning whom we dil 
pute, either were not rightly Ordain'd themſelves, or were not 
Ordain d to that Office to which God has annex'd the Power of 
Ordination. 
But I will repreſent your Argument at length. 
Thoſe Perſons on whom the Validity of Presbyterian Ordination, pra 
daiſed at the Reformation, do's immediately depend, are thoſe Perſomh 
by whom was perſorm'd the ſaid Ordination. | 
Thoſe Perſons call d Presbyters in the New Teſtament, are not tboſe !“ 
Perjons by whom was perform d the ſaid Ordination. Therefore thoſe Per- 
ſons call d Presbyters in the New Teſtament, are not thoſe Perſons, on 
whom the Vatidity of Presbyterian Ordination, pratlis'd at the Reforma- 
tion, do's immediately drperd. © I Anſwer, 
1. If you confider the Ordainers Perſonally, as Peter, Johr, 
Luther, Calvin, &c. I grant your whole Argument. Nor are we“. 
to expect in Scripture the Names of Perſons, who ſhould be in 
after Ages ordain'd Presbyters. And all the conſequence of your K* 
Argument thus granted, 1s only this, that as the Scripture do's 
not tell us who by Name ſhould be Officers in after Ages, we are 
to learn this by comparing Perſons Pretentions with the Scripture 
Rule. 2. If you do not conſider Men Perſonally, but as Oct 


Rule, I then deny your Minor, that thole Per ſons call'd Prel- 
byters in the New Teftament, are not thoſe Perſons by whom was 
perform'd the ſaid Ordination. And the reaſon of my denial is 
this; That the word Presbyter ſignifies in the Scripture any 
one, who is rightly ordain'd to ſuch a particular Sacred Office, 
and therefore all thoſe who in after Ages are rightly ordain'd 

| Pres» 
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ebyters, are the ſame Officers for kind, with thoſe parti 
larly and perſonally call'd Presbyters in the New Teſtament, 
id ſo are really call'd Presbyters in the New Teftament.And I ask 
u; whether Presbyters now are not to look on themſelves as 

ond to the Duties requir'd of Presbyters in the New Teſtament? 

d how can that be, but as they are ſuch (i. e. the ſame kind of 

Yficers) as are calld Presbyters in the New Teftament ? 

Ir let me ask you; whether the Text, 1 Tim. 5. 17. Let the 

lers that rule well be counted worthy of double Honour, eſpecially 
Ly who labour in the Word and Doctrine: or that, v. 19. Againſt an 
ler receive not an accuſation but before two or three Witneſſes, are 
be underſtood of Presbyters to the end of the World or no? 
nd if they are, then all thoſe who are rightly ordain'd to the 
dfice of Presbyters are call'd Presbyters in the New Teſtament, 

I come now to conſider what you ſay to my Propoſitions, 
buldad fince we are agreed about the two firft of them, I think it 
di reedleſs to ſay any thing more concerning them, and therefore 
noten begin with what you ſay, p. 23. concerning my third Propo- 
oon, which is this; 8 | 

Tis only dy the Scriptures we are to judge what Offices are 

Divine appointment, and what Powers do reſpettively be- 
„g to them, and when they are N convey'd. 
en Lou grant we are to judge only by the Scriptures, as the Ori- 

mal or Primary Rule; but deny we are only to judge by them 
boſe far as to exclude all conſideration of, or regard to the Practice of the 
Per. Wimitive Church in 1be Ages next ſucceeding, as being the beſt Com- 
„ onen on the Scriptural Rule, (and ſo a ſecondary Rule) in Diſputable 
Wy ſes, and more eſpecially in ſuch Caſes as relate to Matter of Fatt, 

[ have not ſaid any thing, from whence it can be Inferr'd, that 
ok, m for excluding all Conſideration of, or regard to Primitive Prac- 
nee. I care not how much is allow'd to it, ſo it be only conſider'd 
> in a Comment, and we do not miſtake it for the Text of the Rule 
our (lf, or do not confound the Text by it. In ſhort, to ſpeak 
10'; Fainly my Mind, where the Scripture goes before them, Iam 
are Nell pleaſed with an Illuſtration and Comment from their Prac- 
ure Ne; But ſince the Scriptures are allow'd to be the Primary or 
A ''iginal Rule, I hope we may Correct the Secondary one, which 
bre Es only the Nature of a Comment when it differs from it, either 
rel- Entradicting it, or vouching for any thing not to be found in it. 
was Nie Will of God in all theſe Matters is our Rule, and the Holy 
1 is Eiptures are therefore our Rule, becauſe we are ſure they con- 
any Ein a Revelation of the Will of God, But 1 am not ſure of the 
ice, Paſonancy of any thing elſe to the Will of God, but as I find it 
1'a eſonant to this Revelation. And Ithink God will never blame 
es Nen for keeping to the Primary Rule, tho they act againft the 
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of St. John: and Cyprian, Epiſt. 63 ad Cæcilium, declares the abſo 
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Second ry one: Since he has not giv'n us in the Primary one x 
Intimation of any other Rule we are to go by. Nay, I will! 
free to ſay, that the very Practice of the Apoſtles: themſelves 
is not any farther a Rule neceſſarily obliging us, than as thei 
Practice is contain'd and ſet forth in the Scriptures. For I can 
under ſtand how any thing neceſſary to be obſerv'd by ns, can þ 
ſuppos'd left out of the Revelation which God has given us of h 
Will to be our Rule. And ſince you ſeem to lay fome ftreſs o 
this Rule, in diſputable Caſes, and more eſpecially im ſuch: Caſes as 1 
late to Matter of Fact, I'II ke whe one ſuch Caſe to your Conf 
$ 


deration. You know the Papiſts have a Controverſy with us, ver 
not mixing Water with Wine in the Lord's Supper. Now the. 
diſputable Caſe, relating to Matter of Fact, one would thin re 
ſhould be as liable to a Determination from the Practice of t inc 


not ſtand to that Determination. I need not tell you, chat thi 
Mixture is mention'd by Fuſtin Martyr, who liv'd near the time 


lute neceſſity of this Mixture, and gives us the Signification ther *t! 
of; I can't ſay, there was not ſuch a Mixture as this in the Cu ile 
which our Lord Bleſs d at the firft Inſtitution, It might perha U 
be the common cuſtom of the Jews, to dilute in that manne f Off 
their Wines, which might otherwiſe be too Spirituous for theiſf ber 
uſe. And take the thing in it ſelf, without ſuch Myfſticag"vc 
Significations as that given by Cyprior, I know not any Practiqq hin 
more Innocent, or which has better Footing in your SecondaW/4ne 
Rule, Ard yet in my Apprehenſion, they do not judge amis ell 
who think that if *tis probable from the Practice of PrimitivM]” £ 
Ages, and any other conſiderations. that Chrift himſelt did u mp 
ſuch a mixture, yet we are not oblig'd neceſſarily to the {am tl 
uſe, in as much as Chrift has given us no Intimation of it in th: pea 
Rule he has left us for our Guide in all theſe matters. And Met 
mong thoſe who judge thus, I think, the Church of England" 
to be reckon'd, and ſo I ſuppoſe your {cif as a Member thereo hey 
So thatTam at a great loſs to know, when I am to follow th yr. 
Comment even as a Secondary Rule. You tell me that 1 z _ 
not be ſo hardy againſt Truth, as expreſly and bareſac'd to aſſert in: * | 
ſaid Propefirion, that vis only by the Scriptures we are 10 ſudg alſo 6 fri 


what Names the ſaid Offices, &c. are call din all Ages after ibe cri 
tures, Wherefore fince the Offices themſelves and their Names are in 
very diſtin# things, it can be no good inference, that becauſe "ris only 0 


theScriptures we are to judge what Offices are of Divine afpointment, & 1 
Therefore *1is likewiſe by the Scriptures we are 10 judge, by wh Ari 
Names the ſaid Offices are call'd in all” Ages aſter the Scripture "ay 


And yet this Inference (i altogetber 1liog ical, as it hence appears 
he ) is what you all along make uſe of, &c. I anſwer, by 


4: # an 
My Propoſition; only conſiders the Offices themſelves : Nor 
jo. Tever argue from the bare Sameneſs of Names, but from Per- 
ds being rightly Ordain d to the Office of Presbyters, which can 
"ſe no other than the Scripture-Otfice of Presbyters, for no Perſon 
an be rightly 0rdain'4to any Office in the Church, but a Scriptural 
ane. And there are no other Scriptural ſtanding Offices but 
thoſe two of Presbyters and Deacons, ſo that the whole Contro- 
6 oiierſy turns on theſe two things, ( 1 ) Whether the Presbyters 
15 Mn Controverſy were rightly ordain'd to the Office of Presby- 
onfters ? (2) Whether there be any Third Office to thoſe two 
, fo nent ion d, to which they could be rightly ordain'd ? And if 
th gere are but theſe two Offices, and the Presbyters in diſpute 
hin re 7igbely Ordain'd, they muſt be ordain'd to one of them; and 
t chMince tis not to that of Deacons, it muſt be to that of Presbyters, 
{ do Maccording to the Scripture-account of it. And let me intreat 
chi ou for once to try to bring your Notions and the Holy Scrip- 
ime ares together a little, it you are not perſwaded that they are at 
abo uch deadly enmity as that there can be no poſſible agreement 
\er between them. And really it ſeems to me, that we ſhall other- 
Cu viſe never bring this Controverſy to any Iſſue. For what can 
\ 208 it ignify. whether at the Reformation People underſtood the 
nne ce they ſpoke of, or Intended to ſignify and expreſs by the 
heil rord a very lame and de fective Notion of it? But as I ſee how 
rica rue the Obſervation is, that Men are extreamly fond of any 
aicibing of their own, and when once they have adopted any 
1d ar uncy, right or wrong, are not willing and eaſy to part with it, I 
niſl endeavour to gratify you with ſome Obſervations relating 
iti the matter, about which you make ſuch a mighty Noiſe and 
| uM'impty Din: And therefore ſhall farther add, that the Holy 
am{W{iptures, as a Revelation from God, are the beſt Rule for our 
tha beaking as well as jidging of things; and ſuch has been the 
d a deference which Chriſtians have ordinarily paid to them, that 
m vbere the Scriptures have fixed a Religious ſenſe on a Term, 
col bey have in uſing that Term in Religious matters, deſign'd to 
thin press that ſenſe. Unſcriptural Terms admit of a greater 
4a Variation, as the word Sacrament, Ce. But tho? Scriptural 


ne 2 


1 mW <rms have been miſunderſtood, yet I think the deſign of thoſe 


% Wat uſed them, was to uſe them in that ſenſe they thought the 
cri kriptures did alſo. And this has been actually the ſtate of the 
u reſent Cale, The Arguments uled by Ferom and others, to 
| "ove that Presbyters are Me ſame with Biſhops,ſhew us, that they 
&WFderttood by Presbyters no other than thoſe of the Scripture z 
wd in like manner the Arguments uſed by Epiphanius to refute 
ud Kis, thew that he thought the Presbyters of his time 
„ee ame with the Presbyters ences in the Scripture, N * 
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the Papiſts themſelves underftand by Presbyters thoſe of th 
fame Order with Scripture-Presbyters. For as they hold Seve 
Orders, they make the higheſt of them to comprehend both B 
ſhops and Presbyters, as but of one Order. And therefore if u 
are to fetch our Notions from them, ?tis certain that Presbyter, 
were of that Order that had the power of Ordination. 
know they plead for a Superiority of Biſhops in the ſame Order 
but then the Queſtion comes to this Iſſue, according to thei 
Writings, whether in that one Order,” God has made a diſtin 
ction that one ſort ſhall have the Power of Ordination, and the 
other not? For if he has not, then we may infer even fro 
their opinion, that by Original Right Presbyters have the Poy 
er of Ordination. So that by the 'Writings of thoſe at th 
Reformation, Presbyters was a Name that ſignified thoſe of th 
higheſt Order of Othcers in Chriſt's Church; and therefore i 
to the higheſt Order, without diſtinction, the power of OrdinaFi 
tion did belong by Divine Right, it muſt thence follow, thaſÞhi 
their denying them the Power was only their miſtake of the 
nature of the Office. And it may not be amiſs here to repea 
thoſe Words of Bp. Burnet, who in what I cited from him, Lette 
1. p. 75. tells us, it was the common Stile of the Age (viz. abou 
the time of the Reformation,) to reckon Biſhops and  Presbyter 
the ſame Office; and why is not he as good a Judge in this ma 
ter as your (elf ? | 
Next let us come d cwn to the Reform'd Church of Ergland 
And here the Writers were divided in their Notions of Presby 
ters, whether they ſignified Officers who had the Power of O 
dination, or ſuch as had not. Some few of the Reformer s though 


had the Power of Ordination, (as I have ſhewn in my 4th Let 
ter, p. 75,76-) and fo the poor Presbyters, thro' the unhappi 
difference of thoſe Writers, are juſt what you pleale to mak 
chem. And by the way, if a Man were to enquire now in whaf 
ſenſe the Word Presbyrers is ul-d at preſent, he could not know 
ſome ſay one thing, ſome another. But however, this I thin 
as certain, that the Oli Church of Exgland did by Presbyters v 
derſtand ſuch as ate called Presbyters in the Scripture, Tl giv 
one Evidence of this, and that is. that in the old Form of Ord 
nation, the Epiſtle appointed to be read, when. Presbyters wel 
ordain'd, was taken out of the 20th of the Ads. And I wou 
fain know, why they appointed that Epiſtle to be read then, Nati 
they did not look on Presbyters as the fame Office with wg 
Presbyters of Epheſus ? Vid. Sparr, Collect. p. 149. Afterwatd 

indeed when this was thought too great an Hononr to Pres 
ters, the Church thought fit to omic that Epiſtle, and ' 


transfer it as more proper to the Conſecration of Biſhops, where! 
no 


a [ 17 ] 
ow only has place. The plain Conſequence of which is, that the 
Church of later Times has thought Biſhops Are the Scripture- 
presbyters, but that of former Days thought the Presbyters were. 
Tis worth a Man's while to compare the old and new Form to- 
gether, wherein he will meet with more of 'this Nature. Far- 
ther, if the modern Presbyters are not Scyggture-Presbyrers, then 
the Office is now loft; for our Biſhops, as contradiſtinet to 
Ivresbyters, are not they. For 'tis evident, that Scripture- Pres- 
byters were many in one particular Church, which is directiy 
Jontrary to the Fundamental Maxim of the Epilcopal Scheme. 
] bope, 1 have now fully clear d this matter. I ſay theretore, 
Hat Presbyters ha; been all along a Scripture-Name for a Scrip- 
Fare-Office, call'd by that Name therein, and the only thing 
Jou pretend to alledge againſt this, is the miſtake of ſome who 
bought they had not, when they really had the Power of Ordina- 
non. And ſeveral of my other Propoſitions are a full Evidence? of 
his, and it was fly in you not to anſwer them, for it you had 
Fone it as you ought, as a fair Diſputant, the vanity of your Ar- 
zuments would have been evident to all. ob 

You may eaſſiy ſee from what I have ſaid, to how little Pur- 
joſe the Seven Theles you advance, p. 25- are, but I ſhall how- 
ver take Notice of them. And, 
The third Ibeſis is chis. The ſame Word (e. g. Presbyters) may ſig- 
fy in the 2 bad the power of Ordination, any 
landet after the times of the New. Teſtament may, by a different appoint- 
esbyWrent or uſe; fignify ſuch as had not the Power of Ordination. Lanſwer, 
If we contider the Senſe or Thought which Perſons deſign'd to 
bignify by the word Presbyters, tis very true, that tho' it be uſed 
In the Neu-Teſtament to ſignify Perions that had the power of 
Ordination, yet Men in after-Ages, when they uſed that Word, 
night intend to expreſs a confus d Idea they had form'd in their 
ninds of a ſort of Officers of Divine Appointment, ſuperior to 
Deacons, which had not the Power of Ordination; but yet this 
lo's not in the leaſt hinder, but that che Perſons of whom 
hey had ſuch a confus'd and falle Idea, might really have the 


s uoFower of Ordination. To make this plain, let us ſuppoſe, 
giidat in one Age men us'd the word Presbyters to ſignify their 
Draeea ot Men ordain'd in ſuch a particular manner, and who 
werd the power of Ordination; and in the next Age Men uſed 
01 to ſignify the Idea of thoſe who had exactiy the ſame Ordi- 
n, Nation, and yet had not the power cf Ordination. I ſay not- 
1 th uichſtanding their confus'd Idea of the Office, and notwith- 
vard anding the uſe to which they defign'd to apply the word Preſ- 
bers, if they of the former Age had, then they of the latter 


eealio had che power of Ordination. To apply this now to 
5 B 2 : or 
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| Scriptures, ſuppoſing them Scripture Officers; and this anſwer 


pointment, he is to be look d on; as inveſted with all thote 
- Powers which do belong to that Office, according to the Scrip- 


_Office ? But I ſay this is nothing of the Point controverted be- 


[ 12 } 6 
our own caſe. iſt left but one ſort of ſtanding Rulers in h mor 
Church, and they were not ſingle, but ina Plurality,; and the verC 
were ſignify'd by the word Presbyters. But in after times the the 
chief of theſe Pre:byters in a Church came to he look'd on as in aff Wh: 
diſtinct and higher Office than the reſt; and appropriated to him · ¶ two 
ſe}f the Name of Bifpp, and left the other of Presbyters to hi_ bare 
Brethren, who were really of the (ame Office with bimſelf ; an 
fince that, Men in uſing the Terms Biſhops and Presbyters, have 
referr'd to this difference. If then the Presbyters had Original 
ly the power of Ordination and Government lodg'd in them, the 
Incroachment of one call'd in after times the Biſhop, and the con 
fus'd and falſe Ideas of thote who thought and ſpoke of Bi ſhops 
and Presbyters as diſtinct @fficers, will not make them diſtinct, or 
alter the power belonging to Presbyters by Original Right. 
To the 4tb Theſis 1 anſwer briefly, that I grant the Signification 
of the word Presbyters in à latter Age, (that is, the Idea the Men of 
the latter Age deſiga'd to expreſs by the Word) can't be Im 
mediately and truly judg'd of by the Writings of a former Age, (or 
by the Idea they deſignd to expreſs by that Word) but yet I 
add, that tho* their Idea can't be thus judg'd of, yet the Poy 
ers of the Perſons they ſpake cf, can be only judg'd of by the 


your three following Theſes.. l 
P. 29. I think you grant my fourth Propoſition. That when- 
ever a Perſon is rightly ordain'd to any Office of Divine Ap 


ture, and which appear from thęnes to have been annex d by 
God Himſelf to it. 4 42 L. Wing o zen un. 

But you ſeem to apprehend the ill Aſpect it has on your Cauſe, i am 
and therefore tell me, that that which bas relation hereunto, andi not 


; 
0 


is controverted between us, is this; wiz. V ben tis that a Perſon iso 


rightly Ordain'd to that Office of Divine Appointment, where to Belongs Nef / 
the Power of Ordination. But with an humble Submiſſion, the {que 


diſcuſſing that belongs to other Propoſitions, this is a more ge- 


neral one. You add, And the particalar Point which) in Re lution and 
hereunto, is controverted between us, is truly and plainly no other than 8 
this, whether 4 Perſon rightly Ordain d to an Inferior Office, call d en 
the ſame Name whereby it's Superior Office was formerly call d, dots 
7 benz Ordain d to the ſaid Inferior Office, become ( on avcount of 1he 

are ſamene js of Name) rightly Ordain'd even to the ſaid Superior 


tween us, and I ſcorn ſo filly a Controverſy. -- The Controverſy en 
is, whether the Offices you talk of are Superior and Inferior, really ana i w 


truly, and not one and the ame: And why you ſtould aſſume af 


more 


[ I 3 1 ; 
nore arbitrary Power of ſtating the Controverſy than your Ad- 
ee verſary, I do not underftand. I may therefore full as fairly ſay, 
hellfl the Controverſy berween us is truly and plainly no other than this, 
nal Whether Perſons ordain'd to one and the ſame Office, under 
m · ¶ two different Names, by which 'tis ſignify'd, do on account of the 
hare difference of Names, become ordain'd to two differentOffices: 
You next conſider my 50 Propoſition, which is this, If the 
Scripture. do's give to Presbyters the Power of Ordination, 
then all thoſe who are rightly vrdain*d to the Office of Presby- 
ters; are to be look'd on, as having the Power of Ordination. 
Here you pretend to give me two parallel Arguments, to ſhew 
Me the Fallaciouſneſs of mine, the 1ſt, p. 30. thus. If the Seripture 
do's give to Deacons the power of Ordination, then all thoſe who are 
rightly Ordain d to the Ojfice of Deacons, are 10 be look*d on as having 
the Power of Ordination. But this Argument is far from being Pa- 
rallel to mine; for I plainly uſe the word Presbyters, as ſignify- 
ing ſuch particular Officers. And therefore to your Argument 
I anſwer, If by Deacons in the Antecedent you mean Perſons in 
that particular Office call'& Deacons, as tis taken in the Conſe- 


of in my firft Letter, p. $2. But if by Deacons you there under» 
tand not Perſons in that particular Office, I then deny the Con- 
ſeguence of your Argument. And withal, I deny that Presbyters 
hen us to ſignify Officers in the Chriſtian Church, is taken 
in a larger and a ſtricter Senſe : and you'll do your Cauſe good 
der vice if you can evince the contrary. 
ip-W Your next parallel Inftance is, that if the Seriprure gives 10 
by If Diſciptes the Power of Ordivation, then all rhoſe who ave rightly (al- 
nitted or) ordain*d ro be Diſciples, have the Power of Ordination. The 
iſe; ame Anſwer ſerves. If Diſciples are ſpoken ot abſolutely, and 
and not as in Office; Ideny the Antecedent, that the Scripture gives 
1 is Diſciples the Power of Ordination. If Diſciples are not ſpoken 


1g: Wot Abſblutely therein, but as in Office, then I deny the Conſe- 


the quence. | 10 
ge · You alledge two Inftances more of Lay Presbyrers and Aldermen, 
tion Wand then ask me what I now think of my 5th Propoſition 2 And tru- 


han n Sir, I muſt own, I think better and better of it, the more 


d by Mveak and trifling 1 find your Objections are againſt it. ſult as 
does lou con found two Senſes of Deacons and Diſciples in your former 
theWiaralteis, you wou'd repreſent me, confounding different Senſes 


riot Presbyters in my Propoſition ; but is obvious, I uſe Presby- 


be- ers in the Antecedent and Conſequent of that Propoſition in the 
ly ame Senſe, and therefore 1 am ſure the:Conſequence is juſt 5 and 
end "heres Four tel} me, 7 and my Brethren are not ſuch Presbyters to 


quent, I then deny the Antecedent, and this I had taken Notice 


om tbe Scriprure gives the Power of Ordination: I tell you yen 
and 
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and my Aſtertion is every whit as good in a diſpute, as your Denial 
P. 32. You pretend to exprefs my Argument thus; If the Scrip- 
ture do's give to Presbyters, ſo calkd in the New Teſtament, the 
Power of Ordination, then all thoſe who are rightly Orduinfd to the 
Office of Presbyters, ſo, tallfd after the New Teſtament, are to be look 
on as having the Power of Ordination. But truly Sir, tho I would not 
flight any Man's kindneſs, yet I muſt needs ſay, that the only 
trouble 1 have ever defired you to put your ſelf to, on my ac 
count, is to anſwer my Arguments, and whenever you will con- 
deſcend ſo far, a to do me that favour, I ſhall be heartily thank- 
ful, and will moſt eafily excuſe you the trouble of making and 
forming Arguments for me; and the rather becauſe after all yourWrati 
Skill in Logick, I muſt profeſs I like them much better of my N Sup 
own than of your forming; but however, fince you are pleased Epre 
to be ſo over and above Civil to me in that reſpett, I will a- © 
cept your kindneſs as far as ever I can, and therefore tho J can't Iny, 

much complement you for the Wit that * in the Argu- 
ment you have form'd for me, yet J offer to ſtand to the Argu- Noc 
ment, even ſo as you have form d it, Provided my other Aſſerti· wp 
on be-joyn4d with it, that thoſe call'd Presbyters in the New WW ye 
Teftament, and thoſe calld Presbyters after the New Teftament, W a 
are one and the ſameg and unleſs. they are ſo, they are not Wire 
rightly ordain*d to the Office of Presbyters at all. For there can 
be no Right in any Ordination to an Unſcriptural Office inthe 
Church. I now come to your Six. Propoſitions, through miſtake 
reckon'd ſeven, p. 33. I need ſay little to them, having anſwer'd 
them in Effect already. In your 3d Propoſition, (beſides what 1 
ſaid to't before) I deny that the word Pres byters (as importing 
a ſacred Office of Divine Appointment to which Perſons are 
ordain d) ever ſignified properly ſuch as bad not the Power of Ordi- 
nation: It ſignify'd thole that had it, and were by miſtake on- Y y 
ly look'd on not to have it. | 
_ To your 4th Propoſition I anſwer, by denying that ſome Perſons Y 7 
living in, and others living after ibe times of the New-Teſtament ( \up- I fer 
* Poſing them all rightly ordain'd according to Scripture-Rule ) WY {þ 
may all of them have the ſame: Name Presbyters, (as ſignifying that WI d. 
particular ſtanding Office of Rulers in the Church which is the Whad 
\& only one Inftituted by Chriſt) 2rd get the former have, and the N you 
| latter not have the Power of Ordination. 02 09 
| TuͤoCͥur Sixth Propoſition. 1 deny; | becauſe if they are not or- Wh: 
| dain'd to the fame pee ee they are not:rightly Ordain d; Wile 
| And the {ame avſwer ſerves for your laſt, if the word&/RIGHT LY Whey 

f be put. in the firſt line as it ougult. 
I now come to your other Propoſitions, p. 35. and ſball take 
notice of ſuch as concern my Cauſee. _ 


'Mnations, they do it not on the account 


150 


I. I deny this Propoſition, and ſay there were really but two 
Offices receiv'd in the Church, tho" thro' a miſtake of the two 
Names of one Office, that one Office was ſplit into two. The 
Offices were therefore really but two in their own Nature and 
laſtitution. 0 u! | 

IV. deny this Propoſition, that the Diſſe nters concern d in this 
Controverſy do deny thoſe (you call) of ibe Middle Office to be in 
ſenſe Divinely appointed. They deny theſe indeed to be of a Mid- 
le Office, and ſay they are of th2 higheſt 5 and they deny pro- 
perly what you call the Superior Office, and ſay, that tis not Su- 
perior; and when they grant the — of Epiſcopal Ordi- 

Biſhops being of a 
Superior Order, but on the account of their being really plain 
presbyters. | 8 

Give the Diſſenters leave to know themſelves what they de- 
ny, and put your Propoſition fair, thus. 1 

The Diſſenters who are concern'd in this preſent Controverſy 
lo deny the Office call'd Superior, to be in any ſenſe divinely 
ppointed as Superior, or contradiſtinct to the middle. Thus 
ve ſtand to it, and wait for the Refutation of our Opinion. 

And fo all your following Propoſitions down to the 21/7 inclu- 
lively, fall in courſe, as built on this. 

22, If by Superior in this Propofition you mean Superior to 
Deacons, I grant it. If by Superior, you mean Superior to a 
Middle Office between themſelves and Deacons I deny it, and ſay 
there is no ſuch Office in the New-Teftament. | 

23. This Propoſition, I deny on Reaſons altedg'd already, and 
o all your following Propotitions fall in Courle, and the hard 
Labour of the Mountains is over, and we ſee their Stupendous 
Offſpring. | | 

Your Recapitulation is as uſual, Grave and Empty, and there- 
fore not taken Notice of by me. 

The Talent you refer to, which I allow'd you to be a great Ma- 
ter of, was that of Sbuffling, Winding and Turning things, and ſetting 
f ſpecious- and falſe Gloſs on them, and if you are pleas'd with it, 
don't envy it you. I think a Man who writes Controverly, 
had need have a very different one. And if the Excelleacy of 
your Talent muſt be ſet off by the ordering Money, in my mind 
jou wou'd have expreſs'd it better by the Practice of thoſe, who 
when they pay Money, and have any bad return'd, turn the bad 
ide downward, and Shuffle it into a new heap, or give it a 
ew waſh to make it pals current, tho' it remain bad ſtill. 

All that remains to be confidered is your Poſtſcript, p. 45. 
lam freely willing to leave it with you to the Impartial and 

Competent Read-r, whether you are as yet come cloſe to the 
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a I granted you from the firſt your Thefis, as Thate 
ſhoun you. I only wiſh you had dealt as fairly with me in an- 
fweringall my Theſes, as I have with you in anfwering all yours 
| When I deſir'd you to give me occafion to write an Anſwer 6 
a juſt ſize, I preſcrib'd nothing to you of the bulk of yours, bu 
only defir'd, I might not be put on Printing Tech ſmall ghings a, 
my 6th Letter was, which 1 ſhould really have been aſham'; 
to Print by it ſelf, it was fo mall, but had then the advantage of 
another Letter to joyn with it, which I foreſaw I ſhould nor j 
my next, having anſwer d every thing you obje&ed. And try 
Ay, Sir, 1 can't much fancy the Printing of Half Sheets, or ver 
little more, as was my 6th Letter, and yet I'm loth to (well a 
Anſwer ta a larger ſize; by needleſs Repetitions. And I thin 
no one can reflect on my Letters for the largeneſs of the fize of 
them, fince I have in every Letter, not exceeded the bigneſs 
what Ianſwer'd, excepting my firſt Letter, as it was Printed i: 
'a large Letter in the firſt Edition, for in the ſecond Edition ti 
brought within the compals of the Letter it anſwers. ' And 
think when I have fo much behind unanſwer'd, I may very juſtly 
expect that you ſhonld take larger ſteps than you do in Anfiwer 
ing me. And I'm willing to appeal to the Reader, whether I hay 
given any ſign of my at al miſtruſting the goodneſs of my Caule 
-who have ſo freely anſwer'd every thing advanc'd againſt me 
Hhitherto, and have fo much behind unanſwer'd, And I {til 
continue in the ſame Mind, that if you do not come oloſe 10 11 
Controverſy, and write at a better rate, I ſhall take leave of you 
and the reaſon why I anfwer this, is not becauſe of any greaf 
weight I can ſee in it; but partly, becauſe you ſeem to hay 
utter q your Mind in it, concerning that which you have threat 
, ned us ſo long with; and partly, but eſpecially, becauſe of wha 
I deſign to add in a Poſt-ſcript, which 1 have wiſh'd for an O 
portunity to Publiſh ſince I have known it. 
Iwill not foul my Paper with your Expreſnon concerning M 
D, which I'm ſatisfy'd is like to moye no Reader, unleſs it | 
- with the Naſtineſs of it. Tam not afraid to uſe any Expretho 
© becauſe Mr. D. or any Man whatever has us'd it before, ſo it | 
Juſt and True, and one would think it ſhould be very diſagreqhoran 
., able to your learned Education, to think any Exprethon ta 
* , worſe on ſuch an account. And I am apt to think, Perſons aq; 


, quainted with Mr. D's Character, will not think the worle u 'D 
him, for the Contempt and Scorn you treat him with. I do Num 
think the Matter worth Writing about, but it were not hard Af ye 


defend him, and retort your Charges of little Overfights tro: 
leveral of your Conſiderable Writers; and I ſuppoſe you kno 
I could refer yd to a whole Chapter of this Nature, 5 : 
1 o ? os | ote 


[ 17 | 
or has written, concerning ſuch ſlips in the Writings 

— 2 In the next place I aſſure you, I care not bow par- 
cular, diligent, or thorough Enquiry is made into my 1 
for I am ſatisfy d they are good, and I ſhall have thereby the 
more opportunity for Clearing and Confirming them. Nor do 
care how large you are in anſwering them, for I doubt not I 
ſhall bring a full auſwer into a narrow Compals : But you do not 
Wiſe me as I have you, but keep People in ſuſpence, when if you 
nſwer d all, they would eafily ſee on which tide the ſtrength of 
he Argument lay. And I did bziore, as I now do, urge you to 
*erfÞinſwer all at once, becauſe you ſeem to me, to att as tho* you 
 aFefign'd only to bicker and quarrel about the outſide of the 
110 ontroverſy. And what cver you may think, I never met with 
e okny one, who thought you had ſufficient Reaſon for your gradu- 
s 0&1 and dilatory Proceeding. 
dif You are offended at two or three of my Exprefſions, as Arro- 
| "tine and Aſſuming, which were us'd by me only to excite you to 
od Khcite with more ftrength , judging it an Hardſhiꝑ to be put to 
uſtlYnſwer Trifles: And when I attain that End, I ſhall ſcorn any 
werfexpreſſion of that Nature. But you forget how aſſuming and ar- 
hay gant the whole ſtrain of your Writings againſt us 15, not only 
auleſſa engroſſing all Logick aud right Reaſon to your (elf, and charging 
t is with Ignorance and want of Logick, but eſpecially taxing us, 
| itiÞvichout any ground, as 1:4 by Humour, Fancy, Perverſeneſs and In- 
0 1Sereft, and damning us as a parcel of Schilmaticks. And if any 
vouſpian has a defire to ſee a Specimen of an aſſuming, arrogant way 
greapf Writing, I hardly know any one whote Writings J would 
ha\Þoner commend him to than your own, and eſpecially your an- 
reatver to Mr. D. You ſay, I intend be Marner of Expreſſion ſhould 
whats for ſtrength of Argument. But when your gueſſes have been 
| Offiready ſo often refuted, I ſhouid think you ſhould he more ſpa- 

ing of them; and I aſſure you I had no ſuch Intention at all, but 
£ Mifheerly defign'd to provoke you, if it were poſſible, to write 
it VBiich ſtrength of Argument. You add, that tis n wonder, ſince 
rell0Yh fd by what I have already Experienced, that tis but for me to ſay 
1 i ve the Victory, and I ſbal: not want ſome Perſons ſo Wea':, ſo Jo- 
req erant, ſo Bigotted io me, 4s 10 believe it true, without any more ado. 
n UReally, Sir, I don't judge (o much of the goodneſs of my Ma- 
ms *Fagement, by the Reception my Letters have met with among 
orie u Diſſenters, (except thole of VUtopza mention'd by you 
do n Rumb. 1. pa. 21, and 22.) as by the plain Confeſſion of many 
ard Mf your own fide, and ſome of them very Conſiderable for 
$ trol arning and Judgment, who are ſo Candid and Generous as to 
knoEBknowicdge what they are really ſorry for. The Reader muſt 
ich age whole is a pretended and wuoſe à real Victory; and what- 
Not Q ever 
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gument, which will not bear a Logical Management, and ſo put 


rable Imprimatur which us'd to grace your Writings. They 1 
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ever boaſts you make of your Logick, yet there is very little 0 t 
it appears in your Writings, but a ſly Sophiſty runs thro* them 
calculated not to inform, but to chouſe the Reader. And this 
I do not ſay of you, as tho I thought you really wanted skill in 
Logick, for I really aſcribe it to the unhappineſs of your Ar- 


you on the Uſe of the pooreſt Shifts, And I aſſure you the Re 
ception of your Writings in England, did no otherwiſe Nettle me 
than asa Repreſentation of England, as a Slaviſh, Barbarouſly Ig 
norant and Stupid Nation, would, if he found it beliey'd abroad 
nettle any Engliſh-Man. And 1 beſeech you not to fear, that 
what you can ſay is like to caſt me into any Fever at al, And as youlh;(; 
are tender of my Health, Iam of your Eaſe, and therefore with 

all earneſtneſs and tenderneſs beſeech you to be in no Pain foi, 
me, for I have never yet felt the leaſt hurt or danger. Andy 
that your Writings, however light they are, ſhould meet with 

the like Reception in Ireland they have done in England, do's not 
ſur prize me; but I can aſſure you, they are like to meet with: 
very ſlender Reception in all thoſe Churches abroad, whoſe Or. 
dinations your Theſes pretend to nullify, And why ſhould you 
talk of my Cumming, nd not take Notice of your own of the ſame 
Nature, in the very Words which occaſion d my mentioning the 
Opinion of your Party in Newbury? Certainly your Expreſſion 
of other Diſſenters, Numb. 1. P. 21. do's no more inform the 
Reader whether they are Men or Women, than my Expreſſion. 
of your Party. Doubtleſs the Remembrance of your own Cu 
ning, hinted to you that ſuſpicion of mine. But I aſſure yotave 
what-ever your Deſign might be, I us'd no ſuch Cumming. NotÞefir 
did I refer to the moſt Injudicious. Nay I can't hear of on$leq 
Perſon here that likes your Management; But I have it fron 
ſome of your own Party, ſuch as are Scholars and Clergy- Mer 
no way Inferior to your ſelf, that I have fully anſwer'd you 
whoſe Expreſſions concerning you were ſuch as I will not repea 
leſt I ſhould quite throw you into the worſt ſort of Malignant Feuers 
and I hope I have been the Means of convincing a great man) 
of your own Brethren, that the Reception your Writings me! 
with at firſt was utterly unreaſonable. I could, if I thought fi 
give you good realons for my believing this. Pll only give yo 
one Hint, which perhaps may do you a Kindneſs. You knov 
we live in a buſy Age, and there is a great deal of Curioſity ? 
broad in the World, in enquiring into the Reaſons of thing 
and in Men's ſpending their Judgments on them, And I fin 
wany People are much concern'd to know the Reaſon, why t! 

jaſt Learned Peice of yours ſhould appear without that Hono! 


w. 
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t can't be thought, that this can he owing to a want of ſeeking 
now as well as formerly, nor to any Partiality to me or my 

uſe, or want of Kindnels to you or Four Cauſe, in them that 
efus'd it; and therefore they ſuggeſt ſome Reaſons, which I 
Fuppoſe you would not like; and I profeſs ſeriouſly to you, the 
Mictle Logick I have will not enable me to refute them. I have 
herefore thought it proper to have recourſe to, you, as a great 
after in that Art, for a little Direction in this Affair, and if 
ou can furniſh me wich a good Anſwer to them, you ſhall find 
act the Part of an Honourable Advetſary. And now, Sir, 
aſſure you that Iam ſtill of the ſame Mind I was in my laſt, in 
aking leave of you, and when I have ſo many things behind un- 
ſwer'd, (viz. two parts in three of the laſt half of my firſt 
tter, all my ſecond, third, and fifth, and the greateſt Part of 
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Andy fourth Letter, not to mention all that related to Jour Poſt- 
witlgeript in my ſixth) no one will think it diſhonourable if I neglec 
no Trifle or tuo, and wait till your Numbers are fo increas'd, as 
1th o give me a juſt occaſion to publiſh an Anſwer. And tho* I 


 Orfave taken ſo much notice in this Letter of your pretended Ambi- 
ity of the Word Presbyters, yet I ſhall think it below me to make 
long Strife, about the Conceptions which Men might deſign to 
Expreſs by it, and therefore if you reſolve to make a farther 
onteſt about the Matter, I ſhall content my ſelf in all probabi- 
Jity with what I have ſaid, as a full and dear Account of the Mat- 
er, and leave you to ſwell with a mighty Conceit of your Lo- 
ick, and ſhall be very eaſy as to the Judgments of al} thoſe who 
we any Skill in the Rules of Diſputations, And fo earneftly 
efiring your Welfare, I recommend you again to the Divine 
Pleſſing, and Remain, 


Men Honoured Door, 
G 
pea Your moſt Affectionate and 


man) Faithful Servant in Chriſt, 


James Peirce. 
kno bury, April the 30th, 1707. | 


Poſt-ſeripr. 
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HE Deſign of this Poſt- ſcript is to Corret a Miſtake | 

have made, which, tho' it is not probable would ever 
be diſcover d to the World otherwiſe, yet the Regard J have to 
Truth will not ſuffer me to Conceal. In my firſt Letter, P. 15. 
Ihaye in relating a Story of an Iriſh Biſhop, ſaid in the Concluli- 
on, that in the Family where be then was, he us'd concei'd Prayer, 
And I fince.undexſtand, I miſtook my Friend's Expteſſion. And 
as I ami{ofrry and beg Pardon for this. Miſtake, ſo I hope my vo. 
luntary Corretting it, will fatisfy/all Men, that it was far from 
being wilfully Committed at firft, and that I have an Inviolabic 
Regard to Truth, and ſhall be always open, to the receiving 
and owning it. ; 


- * 
—— * — i 
mo — ·-ͤ „ 4x Hh. 


